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J E R R O L D  O R N E  
ACADEMICLIBRARIES have enjoyed an extra-
ordinary expansion over the past ten years. The past two years prob- 
ably represent the highest peak of academic library construction in 
history. Thanks to the generous provisions of recent national library 
legislation, both gift and loan funds reached an unprecedented high 
level in 1967 and 1968. The relative affluence of our country, whether 
real or inflated, also has led to private benefactions, both individual 
and collective, of extraordinary proportions. These, plus other lesser 
factors, have resulted in a large number and a broad range of new 
academic libraries. 
In a field so charged with unpredictables and variables as academic 
library costs, it is difficult to obtain factual data of the past record 
and perhaps foolhardy to predict any future directions. Only recently 
have there been extensive compilations of factual rec0rds.l These are 
limited in content, providing only a framework upon which a newly- 
involved administrator can pin his own problems. As these collections 
of data become more numerous and as they are refined, there will be 
a more reliable span of planning elements available. 
In his recent compendium on academic library building, Keyes 
Metcalf arranges all considerations of financial matters in four cate- 
gories: (1) the provision of funds required; (2 )  the costs involved in 
the new construction; (3) the special items which affect building 
costs; and (4)the financial implications arising from new construc- 
tion.2 This is basically a sound categorization. Another possible divi- 
sion would also include all of Metcalfs considerations, gathered in 
three stages of development, but should give particular emphasis to 
a fourth period during which evaluation is the paramount issue. 
There are three major steps in what may be termed the pre-building 
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phase. The first has to do with the concept and involves preparation 
of documentation which demonstrates the library’s need, making the 
administration aware of the need, involving faculty and administration 
in a concentrated effort to promote funds for such a purpose and all 
the other considerations of fitting a proposed library structure into 
the academic community in which it is to live. This may appear at 
first glance to be outside the realm of cost. However, the character of 
the concept will have a very powerful effect upon the cost of the 
building and its importance should not be underestimated. This will 
require thorough consideration of the over-all campus plan and the 
place of the library in it. It requires complete understanding of the 
character of the student body, the extent of faculty research, and the 
ability of the administration to provide for both. It may well involve 
determination between a separate building or an addition. It may 
have to do with the selection of a storage library or a separate func- 
tional unit. It will certainly include thoroughgoing measurement of 
the workload anticipated from the various sources of academic con- 
cern. A further development of the concept will in some way involve 
the faculty, administration, and library together with the architect 
to assure appropriateness of the external as well as the functional or 
operational capacities of the interior. 
In one sense this does not involve a very large part of the cost of 
a library building but there are costs which are specifically assignable 
here that cannot be denied. The expenses of a library building com- 
mittee to visit other libraries or even to travel to conferences with 
architectural staff may amount to a sizeable sum. The architect may 
require payment for initial planning towards a concept; he may also 
have special expenses in connection with site planning or investiga- 
tion, for preliminary drawings, or even scale models to assist in reach- 
ing an acceptable concept. 
Also in the pre-building stage are all the problems of obtaining 
funding for a new library building. There are fundamentally only 
three sources of funds possible for such a purpose. These are in order 
of importance, (1) institutional funds, ( 2 )  private funds, and (3 )  
government funds. 
Institutional funds mays be represented by assignment from in- 
come, whether this be endowed income or earnings. The amounts 
available from this kind of source will vary considerably depending 
upon the size of the institution and upon the location as well as 
the number of its students and alumni. These funds may include a 
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collection, over a long period of time, of minor gifts and assignments 
from endowment which are initially private funds, but are not pre- 
cisely the same as very large gifts for the specific purpose of building 
a library. The latter represent private funds specifically. 
One of the most outstanding examples of large-scale private funds 
in recent years was the gift of $10,000,000 from the Regenstein family 
in Chicago toward an $18,000,000 building now under construction 
at the University of Chicago. Earlier examples are found in the 
Beinecke Rare Book Library at Yale where not only the entire build- 
ing but a large part of the collection was paid for and continues to 
be financed by one family. Another example is the magnificent gen- 
eral library and its additions at Princeton University which over the 
past ten years has enjoyed certainly not less than $10,000,000in sup- 
port from the Firestone family. There have been myriad other private 
library donations in the character of $500,000 to $2,500,000 for aca- 
demic library buildings over the past ten years. Good examples can 
be found among the libraries reported for recent years in buildings 
issues of the Library Journal. 
Although there has been some support by foundations for academic 
library buildings, such cases are exceptions rather than the rule. The 
Olin Foundation has provided support to Washington University, 
Wesleyan University and Cornell. The Babock Foundation has been 
notably helpful to the library at Wake Forest University in North 
Carolina, Except for isolated examples, however, libraries have not 
succeeded in attracting large sums from many private foundations. A 
great deal more can be done in this area; it deserves increasing at- 
tention. 
One comprehensive statement from an academic administrator may 
serve to illustrate the travail of current financing in our field: 
The plan for financing of the construction was divided into three 
parts: A grant under Title I of the Higher Education Facilities Act, 
a loan from the same Act of 1963, Title 111, and funds from the 
College Development Fund. 
The grant in the amount of $300,000 had to be approved by the 
Vermont Commission on Higher Education Facilities which was 
established by the Governor of the State of Vermont. The State 
Commission will accept any application from any of the institutions, 
provided such applications are submitted on forms provided by the 
Commission. 
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The State Commission verifies the validity of the data contained 
in the application and will verify that the institution and project 
proposed in the application appear to meet basic eligibility re- 
quirements set forth in the Act, and the regulations governing ad- 
ministration of the Act. The same Commission has established a 
system of priorities, so that each of the institutions will have a fair 
turn each year at the amount of funds granted. The Commission 
annually has more requests for funds than are available. 
When the bids for the construction of the Library were opened 
June 9, 1966, it was revealed that the lowest bidder of six was 
$265,500 higher than had been anticipated. 
The College set about trying to reduce the figure and arranging 
for the additional financing. We subtracted from the contract alter- 
natives in the amount of $72,000. We adjusted the architect's fees 
according to the new contract and on the advice of the New York 
Office of Housing and Home Finance Agency, we allowed only 2% 
instead of 5%construction contingency, We also found we could 
reduce the amount allocated for equipment cost in our original
application by $20,000. Thus the original application for a loan of 
$595,000 was increased to $723,000 and the share of the College 
increased. 
On October 16, 1968, Certificates of Project Costs were approved 
by the Office of Education. The eligible development costs were 
$1,349,895 (Title I )  and $1,358,355 (Title 111).This supported the 
Federal share of the grant of $300,000 under Title I and a loan of 
$718,000 under Title I11 of the Higher Education Facilities Act. 
Thus the financing was as follows: 
Grant-Title I, Section 104 
Loan-Title I11 Section 
St. Michael's funds 
$ 300,000 
718,000 
345,307 
Total $1,363,307 
The financial problems in the construction of the Jeremiah Kin- 
sella Durick Library were like putting your last one dollar bill on 
the dice table and knowing that the sevens and the elevens had 
to keep coming up with each roll. 
Special arrangements with the Office of Education in Washington 
were reached so that an escrow agreement establishing the account 
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in a New York Bank where funds that were to be approved by the 
Federal Government would be protected and the contract obliga- 
tion of the College be fulfilled. With this protection established, 
the contract was signed and ground broken. A short sixty days after 
the footings had been put in place, the Federal Government froze 
all construction funds and it was unknown, at this time, just when 
Washington might approve the additional funds for Educational 
Construction. 
The College now had to demonstrate to the United States Com- 
missioner that interim financing could not be obtained at reason- 
able terms and thus consider our requests for advances in anticipa- 
tion of the delivery of the Bonds. Thus just before Christmas, in 
1966, our stocking was filled with a check from the Federal Govern- 
ment for 75% of the original loan of $595,000. Construction funds 
were now available for the next few winter months ahead when 
this type of work is slow. 
As the first flowers of Spring, “the Snowdrops,” showed their 
faces, the most welcome news came from Washington that our 
increase in the loan of $128,000 had been approved. 
Under the Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963, Public Law 
88-204, the applicant could initiate and prosecute to completion 
all proceedings necessary to the authorization, issuance and sale 
of the Bonds within the ninety days from the date of the award 
of the prime construction contracts. Thus in June of 1967, the Col- 
lege was ready to take advantage and did sell the Bonds before 
construction had been completed. Thus the road from this point 
was easy and financial difficulties faded into operational problem^.^ 
Government funds have taken a much larger place in meeting the 
costs of academic library buildings over the past five years. These 
funds have been both gifts or loans and in some cases both types of 
funding have been provided. In a few instances, close examination 
of the funding for a library reveals almost a total involvement by 
the government with a combination of two grants. In most cases, 
however, government funds have been involved exclusively as out- 
right grants, usually amounting to approximately one-third of the 
total construction cost. Though federal grants now can amount to as 
much as one-half of the total building cost, the over-all availability 
of federal funds is rapidly shrinking and other sources will have to 
be found to fill the need. Statistical tables of recent academic library 
buildings do not report in detail on this fairly large source of fund- 
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ing. However, for the years from 1965 to the present time, virtually 
every academic library built has enjoyed partial or very sizeable 
contributions from the government. 
The final step of the pre-building stage represents the conversion 
of the concept into stable formulation of plans. This involves costs 
for detailed drawings, for engineering planning, for site develop- 
ment, for consulting services of various kinds, including possibly elec- 
trical, ventilation, heating, landscape architecture, and interior design. 
There will be modest costs connected with bringing together all of 
the people who should contribute to the formulation of the final form 
of the building plan. The architect will have certain requirements 
for funds to cover the costs of the various engineering services re- 
quired to assure proper light, heat, and cooling and any other details 
not already accounted for within the architectural firm.One or more 
library consultants should participate in planning and, if possible, 
an interior design person should review internal planning. The entire 
pre-building stage may stretch over as much as five years or more, 
but in no case should any attempt be made to plan a library in less 
than two years; hasty planning is usually extremely expensive and 
quite unsatisfactory in its results. 
For a discussion of actual building costs, I have selected twenty 
examples of academic libraries built within the past two years in 
each type of size ranging from libraries costing (1) more than 
$2,000,000, ( 2 )  between $1,000,000 and $2,000,000, and ( 3 )  under 
$l,000,OOO. These libraries offer examples in each type in a wide 
range of costs and institutional character. They are chosen to include 
representatives from all parts of the country and a fairly wide range 
of senice requirements. It may be useful later to compare relative 
costs by type of building; this could conceivably suggest an ideal size 
of library construction for the greatest possible economic value. 
The fist glance at the table for the very large libraries, that is, 
those costing more than $2,000,000, reveals at once an astonishing 
range in the cost per square foot in construction. In two buildings of 
quite similar total cost there was a square foot cost of $21.21 at the 
University of Indiana and $47.05 at the University of Pittsburgh. This 
leads us to our first determination of the essential distinction between 
project cost and building cost. At the University of Indiana, the build- 
ing cost amounted to 90 percent of the project cost. At Pittsburgh, 
the building cost was only 66.7 percent of the project cost. There is 
not such great variance in the equipment cost for these two build- 
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ings. Indiana University spent 10 percent of its building cost on 
equipment, while Pittsburgh spent nearly 15 percent on equipment. 
Calculating the averages for the whole group of large library build- 
ings, the equipment cost comes to 14 percent of the building cost. 
Either of the first two examples mentioned are within the range or 
close to it. The old rule-of-thumb-approximately 15 percent of build- 
ing cost for movable equipment-can be verified not only in this 
size of library, but in all three. 
Continuing with the analysis of the two most costly libraries of 
Table 1, it will be noted that Indiana designed space for 5,000 readers, 
whereas Pittsburgh designed for only 2,027-less than half. The same 
is true in volume capacity with Indiana providing for 2,500,000 vol- 
umes and Pittsburgh for 1,200,000. Certainly there must be unusual 
circumstances to account for these wide differences in costs and 
yields. Perhaps this will be more evident if we look at a few more 
examples. Note Radcliffe College at a cost of $5,100,000 developed 
at a square-foot cost of $48.50, the highest of any library in this 
group. Its building cost was quite appropriately slightly less than 90 
percent of the project cost, but its volume and seating capacity are 
both extremely low for a building of such high cost. To go a little 
further in comparison, consider three state institutions in three widely 
scattered parts of the country, California State at Pomona, Mankato 
State in Minnesota, and the University of Florida at Gainesville, with 
square-foot costs at $21.00, $15.00, and $14.50 respectively. In fact, 
the square-foot cost at the University of Florida is the lowest in the 
entire table. There is a wide variation in building cost compared 
with project cost. The California library had a low building cost and 
a high project cost. The other two varied by nearly 10 percent as 
between building cost and project cost. Equipment cost in Florida 
amounted to 25 percent of the building cost, a very high figure. This 
is even more difficult to explain when one notes that Florida pro- 
vided for only 600,000 volumes and 910 seats. The Minnesota library 
provided for 550,000 volumes and 2,100 seats and California State 
for 266,000 volumes and 1,662 seats. It may seem impossible to com- 
pare these costs with one another. For one reason or another, every 
academic institution is a new problem with highly variable inputs. 
For example, the University of Florida library is a graduate research 
building which definitely does not plan for a large undergraduate 
service area, there being another and separate establishment for that 
purpose. California State and Mankato State libraries each represent 
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the central and main library for their particular campus. In each case, 
they must provide seats for the entire student body, whether under- 
graduate, graduate, or faculty. Radcliffe College is quite another 
academic type, being a women’s college with a limited enrollment 
for which a massive number of seats is not required. At the same 
time, both Pittsburgh and Indiana are accompanied by satellite li- 
braries so that even the very large numbers they account for do not 
represent the total available seating for the campus in libraries. 
In summary, it may be useful to note here the wide range of square- 
foot cost, from $14.50 to $48.50 with an average square-foot cost of 
$27.40. The average building cost, as compared with project cost for 
this group of libraries, is 82.1 percent. The average equipment cost 
is 14 percent. The range of seating capacity varies from a low of 314 
to a high of 5,000, It  is far easier to accept a building cost of 
$12,500,000 for a library that will seat 5,000 than that of a library 
costing $1,S50,000to seat 314. There are, of course, mitigating factors. 
In the last cited case, the building is designed essentially for graduate 
study. Even so, the number seems extremely low. 
It is also interesting to compare some of these figures for libraries 
of the middle group; that is, those costing between $1,000,000 and 
$2,000,000. In terms of square-foot cost, the range again is extremely 
wide, going from $11.31 to $41.89. The two highest cost institutions, 
Lehigh University and George h h o n  College in Virginia, both are 
in a geographical area of high labor and building materials cost. It 
will be noted that both of these institutions have built modest seating 
capacity, being 350 and 450. In book capacity, they are also quite 
limited, 150,000 and 60,000. There is a surprise in the equipment cost, 
with Lehigh spending very close to an average figure with 14.3 per- 
cent, but with George Mason College only 5.4 percent for equipment. 
On the low side, Western Michigan University with a flat $2,000,000 
project cost and far less than the highest building cost of $1,574,500 
and Ft. Hays Kansas State with $1,192,312 project cost and $9S2,065 
building cost, have both built for sizeable seating capacity and about 
the largest volume capacity for this group of buildings. Western 
Michigan planned for 450,000 volumes and 2,000 seats, while Ft. 
Hays spent a little more than the average figure. There are no sur- 
prises in the building cost compared with project cost in these two 
libraries. Neither is very far from 80 percent, which appears to be 
close to an average. The average building cost as compared with 
project cost for buildings in this class is lower than that of the larger 
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Financing and Cost of University Library Buildings 
libraries. This suggests that the middle-sized college or university has 
more involved site problems and perhaps less access to available 
space and greater expense for service equipment installation, with the 
result that the project cost ends up much higher than the building 
cost. I t  may be interesting to note that the average square-foot cost 
for the middle-sized building is $25.24. The average equipment cost 
remains slightly under 15 percent, not greatly different from the pre- 
vious group. 
The final group of small colleges or universities includes those li- 
braries which were built at a project cost between $400,000 and 
$1,000,000, Again there are a few isolated examples of high and low 
costs. The highest-cost building was that of Murray State University 
in Kentucky, with the next highest being Southwest State College 
in Minnesota. A rapid review of the percent of building cost com- 
pared with project cost of buildings of this size produces an average 
building cost of 85.1 percent of the project cost. We have only one 
figure for Southwest State College in Minnesota of $527,000 for both 
project and building cost, but Murray State University arrives within 
a fraction of the average. The two low square-foot cost libraries were 
Alabama College at Montevallo, Alabama, and Pacific University in 
Oregon, with square-foot costs of $16.70 and $15.87 respectively. In 
both cases, these building costs were higher in percent of project 
cost than the norm, being 86.2 percent and 90.8 percent. These ex- 
amples also offer us the extremes of seating and volume capacity in 
each pair. Murray State University with a high square-foot cost still 
provided for 945 seats, though a modest-sized collection. Southwest 
State College in Minnesota built only 450 seats and the same mini- 
mum-sized collection of 50,000 volumes. In the low-cost buildings, 
Alabama provided 695 seats and 280,000 volume capacity, while the 
Pacific University provided only 350 seats but 240,000 volume ca- 
pacity. It seems evident from these and other examples that there 
is a direct connection between the provision of a large number of 
seats and a low square-foot cost. Equipment cost in any of these 
buildings of the under one million dollar class again confirms thc 
average equipment cost as lying close between 13 percent and 15 
percent of the building cost. Considering all of the examples offered 
in the three tables, it seems quite reasonable to say that a librarian 
can calculate quite soundly on the basis of 15 percent of the total 
building cost for its movable equipment. 
These tables, and the figures cited above from them, are a pre- 
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liminary and rough measure and provide only the basic point of de- 
parture for further analysis of what makes up building costs and what 
must be considered in planning well for academic library buildings. 
The factors which make up the total cost of a library building are 
subject to various kinds of categorization. They are affected in total 
and individually by geography, by time, by the simple ups and downs 
of money values, by availability of men or materials, by the character 
of architecture and the goals developed in the concept for quality 
or space. These, and many other factors, must be considered; in fact, 
each one could serve as a subject for a separate study. Some of these 
factors may now be usefully reviewed with reference to the buildings 
cited for the last few years. 
From the reader’s point of view the ideal would be to provide a 
reasoned inventory of all known cost factors, together with precise 
weights or percentages to be assigned to each one. Add to this a 
short series of unequivocal standards for units of space required by 
person (user) and function (staff and services), and one could con- 
ceivably arrive at a basic figure. This is not really possible because 
of known variables and also because of the wide range of unpredict- 
ables in the future. The best we can hope to do is to make careful 
note of all aspects of academic library planning and building one can 
glean from the experience of the recent past, and then observe or 
suggest those trends certain to affect future planning. 
With respect to the site for an academic library, we can readily 
see the results of reduced space availability. Many libraries are going 
up, piling one floor upon another in towering structures; others, after 
thorough study, have sought their space below ground level. It is now 
certain that financing the site will be an increasing cost in the future. 
Although the institution may own the site, the very cost of exploiting 
it will usually amount to a fair sum. If the soil is unstable, as was 
the case at Louisiana State University and at Simmons College, there 
will be added cost for establishing the base. If it is rock (Duke), 
excavation will be costly. If it is centrally located, as at Illinois, the 
cost of relocating underground service lines will be high. If, as at 
Emory, the most useful site is in a ravine, problems of access may 
add to the often unseen or unrecorded site costs. When such costs 
are recorded, they may be designated as site clearance, site prepara- 
tion, or almost any other convenient euphemism. Only one fact is 
certain here; site problems will be increasingly more complex and 
will indeed affect costs more. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 
Financing and Cost of UniGersity Library Buildings 
Similar complexities now suggest a far broader range of what 
might be grouped under the title administrative costs. These are of 
two kinds, 1) professional services, and 2) operational services. The 
primary cost element in the first is, of course, the architectural firm 
or the architect. Depending upon the size of the firm, there will be 
a greater or lesser need for consultant services in a wide range of 
fields. A large architectural firm may have competent electrical as 
well as mechanical engineering staff. More often than not, even large 
architectural firms do not have full-time work for a lighting specialist, 
or an acoustical or communications specialist. If these present seri- 
ous problems of design, then either the architect or the owner must 
employ consultants, as needed, for whatever special competence is 
necessary. In addition to the standard areas of lighting and interior 
design, consideration should be given to getting the best available 
advice on acoustical treatment, landscape architecture, audio or audio- 
visual, or any other needed. We live in a period of steadily increas- 
ing complexity growing out of great technological development. We 
are far beyond the time when any one man, no matter what his train- 
ing, can know the best and latest developments in all of these fields. 
The net result is that in addition to planning for 6 to 8 percent for 
architect’s fees, you will have to calculate on 8 to 10 percent for pro- 
fessional fees, including specialized advice. 
There are operational expenses of less professional but no less 
critical character at all stages of the building process. Beginning with 
preparation of the program, estimates of cost, financial arrangements 
including bonding, insurance, legal counsel, preparation of proposal 
documents, surveying, borings, the list continues with supervision and 
inspection at each step in the construction. Even after the building 
is delivered, there are the expenses of moving and the official open- 
ing to account for. 
Examples of all of these cost items and many more can be readily 
found in the literature of library building. A notable audio installa- 
tion was reported for Meyer (undergraduate) Library at Stanford 
University. The Countway Library of Medicine at Harvard required 
special acoustical advice. The University of Guelph in Ontario used 
a consultant on urban design. In our time it is customary to have at 
least one consultant for planning, and often another for interior de- 
sign. Lighting and air-conditioning are two other specialities that 
should stand high in the list of requirements. 
In discussing the structure itself, the variables here are probably 
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the best known aspects of the whole subject area. The old questions 
of form versus function, of artistic versus useful, of monumentality 
versus practicality have been thoroughly chewed over in our library 
literature. The present trend is steadily toward the functional, en- 
forced by ever-rising labor and materials costs. There are still a few 
extraordinary libraries built each year, with cost no object. In the 
past year St. Michael's Collcge built a circular library; Marywood 
College completed an octagonal building. In 1966 Oral Roberts Uni- 
versity produced a six-sided building; a year earlier the Maritime 
College spawned a hybrid half modern/ half medieval library. These 
special cases notwithstanding, the major trend of design affecting 
library building costs has been toward more effective specific use of 
available funds. There is now no lack of understanding among archi- 
tects and librarians of the cost factors involved in various types of 
wall construction, or of the vast sums that can be invested in monu- 
mental or exotic forms of architecture. Happily for us the literature 
of academic library building is now profuse and readily accessible. 
Qualified library building consultants and usually the operating li-
brarian who reads can ask the right questions if given an opportunity. 
Since this is the largest single cost item, it also provides the best op- 
portunity for saving effectively or making the most of whatever is 
available. The initial determination of the form and function of the 
structure will be the most critical single decision bearing upon the 
cost of the library. This one decision in large measure sets the pat- 
tern for lighting, heating, cooling, acoustic treatment and many other 
elements of the total building cost. A high-rise building involves in- 
creased elevator provision, high ceilings alter lighting requirements, 
large expanses of glass alter air cooling problems; these are only a 
few examples of the numerous factors affecting costs involved in the 
basic decision. 
Problems affecting costs of equipping the building usually come 
back to one point: standard library equipment is costly. One of my 
respondents reported with aggrieved astonishment that a card cata- 
log drawer now costs nearly $14.00, and he thinks this ought to be 
investigated! Regardless of cost level of individual items, however, 
all recent reports still put the average movable equipment cost for an 
academic library in the range of from 10 to 15 percent of the build- 
ing cost. This percentage will likely remain static, although the over- 
all cost will go up with general inflation. Parenthetically, and without 
reference to cost, it should be stated that the crucial problem in 
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equipping is obtaining timely and complete delivery by contractual 
date. This is another area deserving critical attention. 
Decoration, the last cost factor in construction, includes landscape 
architecture and art, where they are used. One authority4 points out 
that 1percent is the usual allowance for art, when it is allowed, but 
suggests that 2 percent would be more appropriate. I have found no 
statement concerning an appropriate percentage for landscaping, and 
it is not likely that one could be made. Notre Dame budgeted 
$250,000 for art work on an eight million dollar building, but many 
libraries built recently show no allowance for art or spend far less 
than 1 percent. Though it is often very difficult, the inclusion of an 
appropriate amount for ornamenting and finishing a fine structure 
both inside and out, should be earnestly sought. It is far easier to do 
it well when it is funded and planned together with all of the other 
functions. The architect can include it in his responsibilities and will 
usually be happy to account for it. 
In the early paragraphs of this paper the general area of post- 
building evaluation was suggested as an integral part of costs or 
financing of a library. This is a topic often glossed over deliberately 
or even completely forgotten once a building goes into use. The im- 
portance of measuring, observing, and evaluating a new building in 
use should not be underestimated. In its first year at work, a new 
building will prove the ability or disability of its planners. It will 
merge into its ambience or stand out as an anomaly without merging. 
It will be joyously used or ignominiously misused. It will demonstrate 
its fitness throughout or reveal multiple inadequacies. In all of these 
ways and others, it should be possible and it is necessary to determine 
how well the funding for the building has been used. The manner and 
extent of post-building evaluation is the final measure of costing and 
will often provide the best possible basis for assuring favorable con- 
sideration of funding for libraries not yet planned. 
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